







































































A	 clear	 gauge	 of	 current	 perceptions	 of	 professionals	 on	 the	 effectiveness	 and	 success	 of	 economic	
development	 planning	 allows	 for	 a	 more	 comprehensive	 discussion	 of	 the	 status	 of	 economic	
development	planning	in	the	State	of	Oregon.	Oregon	has	continually	lagged	behind	its	coastal	neighbors	
in	 the	 archetypal	 economic	 development	 metrics	 of	 job	 growth,	 wage	 growth,	 and	 lessening	 of	
unemployment.	 This	 project	 examines	 the	 perceptions	 of	 economic	 development	 professionals	 and	
elected	 officials	 gathered	 through	 a	 statewide	 survey.	 Perceptions	 help	 to	 determine	 robustness,	
effectiveness,	and	success	of	strategic	economic	development	plans	in	the	State	of	Oregon.	This	project	
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EXECUTIVE	SUMMARY	
The	 purpose	 of	 this	 project	 is	 to	 study	 and	 understand	 the	 perceptions	 of	 economic	 development	
professionals	and	elected	officials	on	the	impact	and	robustness	of	strategic	economic	development	plans	
















food,	 rather	 than	short	 term	actions	such	as	 individual	 skirmishes.	History	shows	that	 the	macro-level	





II	 periods,	 large	 numbers	 of	 people	 trained	 by	 the	military	 in	 strategic	 planning	were	 discharged	 and	
entered	the	private	sphere.	Newly	private	citizens	applied	their	military	strategic	training	to	the	same	top	














Strategic	 planning’s	 success	 in	 the	military	 and	 private	 spheres	 was	 thought	 to	 be	 applicable	 to	 any	
industry	or	sphere,	and	therefore	migrated	to	the	public	sector	in	the	1960s.	The	purpose	was	to	apply	
the	 streamlined	and	effective	planning	methods	 that	had	 shown	success	 in	 these	military	and	private	
spheres	to	local	government	to	improve	public	sector	planning	operations.	In	other	words,	the	purpose	

















Florida	 State	 University	 in	 2004,	 authors	 Kwon,	 et.	 al.	 considered	 that	 strategic	 planning	 is	 a	 “NON-
OPTIMAL”	form	of	planning	for	many	local	governments	(municipalities).	The	authors	concur	with	Bower	
that	 local	 agencies	must	 balance	multiple	 interests,	 whereas	 the	military	 and	 private	 spheres	 can	 be	
single-minded	 in	 their	 approaches.	Kwon,	et.	 al.	 also	 suggest	 that	many	municipalities	adopt	 strategic	
planning	solely	out	of	“peer	pressure”	 from	their	neighborhood	region,	and	not	because	 it	 is	 the	best	
option.	 This	 leads	 to	 many	 municipal	 governments	 developing	 strategic	 plans	 that	 are	 based	 in	
competition,	rather	than	what	may	be	best	for	their	constituencies.	Kwon,	et.	al.’s	study	suggests	strategic	
STRATEGIC PLANNING IS BASED IN TOP DOWN HIERARCHAL POWER STRUCTURES
(BOWER 1977).




















There	 are	 efforts	 to	 offset	 the	 deficiencies	 that	 local	 governments	 face	 in	 strategic	 planning.	 Recent	
research	from	the	Purdue	Center	for	Regional	Development	and	Ed	Morrison	focuses	on	the	“strategic	
doing	method.”	Morrison	advocates	 for	strategic	doing	 to	 focus	on	 two	main	 themes,	“Where	are	we	











The	 purpose	 of	 my	 first	 research	 question	 is	 to	 understand	 whether	 Oregon	 planners	 use	 strategic	
planning	in	economic	development.	In	order	for	the	deficiencies	in	the	literature	to	be	addressed,	I	must	
first	understand	the	methods	used	in	Oregon.	If	governments	do	use	strategic	planning	as	a	method,	then:	
LOCAL GOVERNMENTS DO IT WRONG (HALKETT AND STOLARICK)














To	 answer	my	 research	 questions,	 I	 worked	 in	 conjunction	 with	 Bob	 Parker,	 the	 Community	 Service	
Center,	 the	Oregon	Economic	Development	Association,	and	a	number	of	other	statewide	partners	 to	
administer	a	statewide	survey	to	economic	development	professionals	and	elected	officials.	The	survey	




strategies	 and	 evaluative	 metrics;	 and,	 a	 quantitative	 analysis	 of	 survey	 responses,	 including	 cross	
tabulation	and	chi-square	analyses	to	determine	the	importance	and	applicability	of	survey	responses.	
A	chi-square	analysis	is	a	test	used	to	determine	the	statistical	significance	of	cross	tabulated	data	sets.	
Significance	 is	 measured	 in	 a	 percentage	 of	 chance	 that	 the	 variables	 could	 be	 independent	 of	 one	
another.	A	general	rule	of	thumb	used	by	researchers	is	to	maintain	a	10%	or	lower	chance	that	variables	







WHAT FOCUS DO COMMUNITIES PLACE ON IMPLEMENTATION FRAMEWORKS,	
EVALUATIVEMETRICS,	AND PLANS FOR REVISION?	2
HOW DO PROFESSIONALSAND ELECTEDOFFICIALS PERCEIVE THE IMPACT OF
STRATEGIC ECONOMICDEVELOPMENT PLANNING?	3
OREGON STATEWIDE PLANNING GOAL 9: REQUIRES MUNICIPALITIES TO INVENTORY
COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL LANDS, ANALYZE THE CURRENT ECONOMIC CLIMATE, AND
ASSESS THEIR COMMUNITY’S POTENTIAL FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
	
	







Figure	E.2	shows	the	distribution	of	 the	survey	response	population	and	the	 focus	of	 the	professional	
work	engaged	in	by	respondents.	
PLAN ROBUSTNESS: DESCRIBES THE EXTENSION OF COMMUNITY’S ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
PLANS BEYOND THE REQUIREMENTS OF GOAL 9 (IMPLEMENTATION FRAMEWORKS, EVALUATIVE
METRICS, PROCESS FOR REVISION)
UNGATED/GATED: DESCRIBES SURVEY RESPONSES THAT ARE NOT LINKED TO RESPONSES



























































beyond	 Statewide	 Planning	Goal	 9	 requirements,	whether	 their	 community’s	 plan	 includes	 evaluative	
metrics,	and	whether	their	community’s	plan	includes	a	specific	implementation	framework.		
The	 question	 of	 planning	 beyond	 Goal	 9	 requirements	 is	
important	because	 it	 is	a	minimum	threshold	 for	planning	 for	
economic	development	in	Oregon.	If	a	community	plans	beyond	
it,	they	can	be	considered	to	have	a	higher	level	of	commitment	
than	 a	 neighbor	 who	 does	 not.	 Seventy-one	 percent	 of	
respondents	 said	 that	 their	 community	 plans	 beyond	 Goal	 9	
requirements.	 This	 demonstrates	 that	 the	 majority	 of	
communities	 in	 Oregon	 engage	 in	 some	 form	 of	 strategic	
planning	in	economic	development.	
In	 regard	 to	 whether	 their	 community’s	 plan	 include	 evaluative	metrics,	 or	 a	 specific	 framework	 for	
implementation,	 most	 respondents	 indicated	 that	 they	 did	 not.	 Thirty-nine	 percent	 of	 respondents	
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community	included	a	specific	framework	for	implementation.	This	reasserts	the	deficiencies	addressed	
by	 Morrison,	 Halkett	 and	 Stolarick,	 that	 when	 communities	 do	 use	 strategic	 planning	 in	 economic	
development,	most	do	it	wrong.	

























































In	 contrast	 to	 communities	who	make	no	effort	beyond	Goal	9	 requirements,	 the	extension	of	a	plan	














by	 cross	 tabulating	 the	 responses	 to	 the	 two	questions	 asking	whether	 plans	 include	 implementation	
plans	 or	 evaluative	 metrics).	 The	 46%	 of	 plans	 is	 an	 important	 finding	 because	 if	 you	 remove	 the	
respondents	 from	 the	pool	who	 said	 that	 they	have	neither	 an	 implementation	plan	or	 an	evaluative	










































To	 address	my	 third	 research	 question,	 the	 perceptions	 of	 economic	 development	 professionals	 and	
elected	officials	on	the	impact	of	strategic	economic	development	planning,	my	survey	asked	respondents	
to	indicate	the	effectiveness	and	success	of	their	community’s	plans.	To	understand	how	the	perceptions	
of	 respondents	 related	 to	 different	 robust	 plan	 elements,	 I	 cross	 tabulated	 responses	 to	 multiple	
questions.	In	every	case,	the	inclusion	of	robust	plan	elements	in	strategic	economic	development	plans	
































The	 cross	 tabulation	 of	 perceived	 effectiveness,	 perceived	 success,	 and	 the	 inclusion	 of	 a	 process	 for	
update	and	revision	of	plans	is	the	only	case	in	my	research	in	which	the	chi-square	analysis	showed	an	
unacceptable	 chance	 of	 independent	 variables.	 In	 this	 case,	 the	 cross	 tabulation	 of	 effectiveness	 and	
updates	 showed	 a	 nearly	 10%	 chance	 of	 independent	 variables,	 and	 cross	 tabulation	 of	 success	 and	
updates	showed	a	40%	chance	of	independent	variables.	








EXTENSION BEYOND GOAL 9:	ANY EXTENSION OF COMMUNITY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
PLANS BEYOND GOAL 9	REQUIREMENTS INCREASES THE PERCEPTION OF POSITIVE IMPACT.
POSITIVE IMPACT OF INCREASED PLAN ROBUSTNESS:	ROBUST PLANS ARE PERCEIVED
TO HAVE A POSITIVE IMPACT ON ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT FOR COMMUNITIES.	
CORRELATIONS IN PLAN ROBUSTNESS:	COMMUNITIES THAT ALREADY HAVE A ROBUST
PLAN ELEMENT ARE MORE LIKELY TO HAVE MORE.
INADEQUACIES ADDRESSED BY LITERATURE DO EXIST:	MOST COMMUNITIES HAVE:	



















Despite	 the	dark	potentialities	of	 economic	 stagnation,	 strategic	 economic	development	planning	 is	 a	
controversial	 topic	 in	 the	planning	world.	Does	strategic	planning	work,	or	 is	 it	a	waste	of	 tax	dollars?	
Normally,	 in	 planning	 it	 is	 difficult	 to	 gauge	 the	 impact	 of	 efforts	 in	 communities.	 Old	metrics	 of	 job	
growth,	wage	growth,	and	number	of	businesses	attracted	only	 tell	part	of	 the	story	of	 impact;	 these	
metrics	ignore	perception.	Perception	is	important	because,	for	example,	quantitative	metrics	may	tell	a	




perceptions	 of	 economic	 development	 efforts.	 In	 partnership	 with	 the	 Economic	 Development	
Administration	and	the	Community	Service	Center,	Bob	Parker	and	I	designed	a	survey	to	understand	the	
perceptions	 of	 economic	 development	 professionals	 and	 elected	 officials	 on	 the	 impact	 of	 strategic	
economic	development	planning	in	the	State	of	Oregon.	The	survey	allows	for	qualitative	and	quantitative	
analysis	 of	 the	 perceptions	 of	 those	 who	 work	 in	 economic	 development,	 allowing	 for	 a	 more	
comprehensive	understanding	of	the	topic,	undistorted	by	a	single	loud	voice.	

















Part	 III:	 Characteristics	 of	 Respondents,	 describes	 the	 demographics	 of	 survey	 respondents,	
including	 the	 areas	 of	 Oregon	 represented	 in	 the	 survey,	 the	 organizations	 represented	 by	
respondents,	and	survey	respondent’s	level	of	activity	in	economic	development.	














Part	 VII:	 Key	 Findings	 Section	 III,	 summarizes	 key	 findings	 on	 the	 perception	 of	 survey	
respondents	who	indicated	that	their	community’s	economic	development	plans	extend	beyond	
Statewide	 Planning	 Goal	 9	 regulations.	 This	 section	 addresses	 whether	 there	 is	 a	 correlation	
between	the	existence	of	implementation	guidance,	evaluative	metrics,	or	revision	processes	and	
the	success	or	effectiveness	of	plans.	








There	 is	 a	 plethora	 of	 academic	 literature	 involving	 the	 concepts	 of	 strategic	 planning,	 economic	
development,	 and	 all	 the	 theories	 and	methods	 involved.	 This	 review	of	 literature	 focuses	 on	 (1)	 the	
















In	 strategic	 planning,	 the	 “focus	 is	 on	 results	 or	 outcomes	 rather	 than	 products	 or	 outputs.	 Strategic	
planning	is	less	concerned	with	how	to	achieve	outcomes	than	with	defining	what	those	outcomes	should	
be”	 (Armed	Forces	Comptroller).	Over	 time,	 strategic	planning	 graduated	 from	military	use	 to	private	
sector	(business)	use.	A	logical	explanation	for	the	migration	of	strategic	planning	is	the	post	World	War	I	
influx	of	people	trained	in	military	strategic	methods	into	the	academic	and	private	spheres.			




opportunities,	 threats	analysis	 (SWOT)	method	commonly	used	 in	strategic	planning	 today.	The	policy	
model,	however,	provided	only	guidelines	for	establishing	a	strategic	presence	for	private	businesses,	but	
did	not	provide	a	description	of	how	to	develop	strategies	 (Barnat	2014).	The	problems	faced	 in	early	























the	 purpose	 of	 applying	 the	 streamlined	 and	 effective	 military	 and	 private	 sector	 strategic	 planning	
methods	to	 improve	public	sector	planning	operations.	The	traditional	top	down	structure	of	strategic	
















Kwon	 et.	 al.,	 concludes	 that	 strategic	 planning	 in	 economic	 development	 is	 a	 “non-optimal”	 form	 of	
planning	for	many	municipal	governments.	Kwon,	et.	al.	suggest	that	many	municipalities	adopt	strategic	
planning	 solely	out	of	 “peer	pressure”	 from	 their	neighborhood	 region	and	not	because	 it	 is	 the	best	







Though	 some	 literature	 suggests	 questionable	 applicability	 of	 strategic	 planning	 to	 the	 public	 sector,	
Kwon	et.	al.	suggests	that	the	adoption	of	strategic	planning	in	the	sphere	of	economic	development	is	an	
innovation	 that	 can	 help	 local	 governments	 to	 work	 successfully	 with	 the	 complicated	 networks	 and	






economic	 development	 comes	 through	 the	 Public	 Works	 and	 Economic	 Development	 Act	 of	 1965,	
specifically	 in	 Section	 302.	 Section	 302	 outlines	 Federal	 governmental	 assistance	 to	 regions	 for	 the	
development	 of	 a	 Comprehensive	 Economic	Development	 Strategy,	 including	 technical	 and	monetary	
assistance.	Through	the	Economic	Development	Administration	(EDA),	the	Federal	Government	suggests	










reviews	 local,	 county,	 state,	 regional	 and	 national	 economic	 trends.	 As	 per	 OAR	 660-009-0020,	 each	
municipality	must	 inventory	 commercial	 and	 industrial	 lands,	 and	 assess	 their	 community’s	 economic	








State	Archives,	2013).	However,	 the	new	high-tech	and	sustainable	focus	 is	 focused	almost	exclusively	
around	 urban	 centers,	 like	 Portland	 and	 Eugene,	 while	 the	 rural	 areas,	 like	 Coos	 Bay	 or	 Hermiston,	
















In	 1996,	 Governor	 John	 Kitzhaber	 initiated	 an	 update	 of	 the	 statewide	 strategic	 plan,	 called	 “Oregon	
Shines	 II.”	Oregon	Shines	 II	 followed	the	previously	 referenced	private	model	 for	strategic	planning	of	
bottom	up	involvement	(Wall	and	Wall),	to	provide	goals	for	Oregon’s	economic	development.	Although	
the	 91	 benchmarks	 set	 by	 Oregon	 Shines	 still	 exist,	 Oregon	 Shines	 II	 moved	 away	 from	 the	 specific	
benchmarks	tactics	of	the	original	Oregon	Shines,	to	provide	broad	recommendations	(such	as	“quality	
jobs	for	all	Oregonians”)	(Kissler	and	Tyrens).	The	early	success	of	the	two	Oregon	Shines	development	
strategies	 supports	 Kwon	 et.	 al.’s	 conclusion	 of	 strategic	 planning’s	 best	 use	 at	 higher	 levels	 of	
government.		






A	 review	 of	 municipalities	 in	 Oregon	 shows	 that	 most	 larger	 towns	 and	 cities,	 municipalities	 with	



















have	 multiple	 facets,	 making	 it	 difficult	 for	 public	 agencies	 to	 define	 criteria	 by	 which	 to	 evaluate	
alternatives	(Rondinelli).	
In	 conjunction	with	 the	 difficulty	 of	 defining	 evaluative	 criteria,	 public	 agencies	 also	 face	 difficulty	 in	
choosing	 implementation	 strategies	 that	 will	 be	 successful	 in	 their	 specific	 community.	 “The	 Great	
Divide,”	an	article	by	Halkett	and	Stolarick,	outlines	the	disconnect	between	research	and	practice	in	the	
economic	 development	 sector.	 The	 authors	 categorized	 academic	 research	 subjects	 from	 Economic	









Akin	 to	 implementation,	 the	 difference	 between	 spheres	 seems	 to	 be	 based	 in	 resource	 allocation,	


































Recent	 academic	 research	 from	 the	 Purdue	 Center	 for	 Regional	 Development	 focuses	 on	 “Strategic	
Doing,”	 a	 process	 developed	by	 Ed	Morrison.	Morrison	 contends	 that	 the	 failure	 of	 strategic	 plans	 in	
economic	development	goes	beyond	the	general	idea	that	they	are	created	and	then	left	on	a	shelf,	due	
to	just	being	a	bunch	of	goals.	Morrison’s	criticism	focuses	on	the	origin	of	strategic	plans,	the	Army,	and	








between	 planning	 literature	 and	 guiding	 processes,	 and	 the	 public	 strategic	 planning	 process.	 The	
literature	argues	for	the	inclusion	and	emphasis	of	implementation	plans	and	evaluative	measurements	
for	 strategic	 plans,	 but,	 whether	 due	 to	 lack	 of	 funding	 or	 other	 resources,	 strategic	 economic	
development	in	practice	often	includes	neither.	
SUMMARY		




















Service	Center	 to	develop	and	conduct	a	 survey	of	professionals	who	work	 in	economic	development	
across	the	State	of	Oregon.	The	35-question	survey	was	administered	through	Qualtrics,	an	online	survey	
hosting	 site,	 to	 a	wide	 range	of	 economic	 development	 professionals	 and	 elected	officials.	 The	 range	
included	members	of	the	Oregon	Economic	Development	Association	(OEDA),	League	of	Oregon	Cities,	
Oregon	 Economic	 Development	 Districts	 (EDDs),	 Association	 of	 Oregon	 Counties	 (AOC),	 members	 of	











The	 survey	 asked	 respondents	 to	 reply	 based	 on	 their	 own	 expertise	 and	 perceptions	 of	 economic	
development	in	their	communities.	The	relevant	sections	of	the	survey	for	the	research	presented	in	this	
paper	are	Sections	2	and	3,	of	which	most	questions	were	 in	 relation	to	 the	existence	and	efficacy	of	

























researcher	uses	 the	chi-square	statistic.	According	 to	Qualtrics,	 “the	chi-square	statistic	 is	 the	primary	
statistic	used	for	testing	the	statistical	significance	of	the	cross-tabulation	table.”	The	statistic	allows	for	a	
researcher	to	understand	whether	the	two	variables	presented	are	 independent	or	dependent	of	one	
another.	 Cross-tabulated	 data	 that	 presents	 independent	 variables	 is	 considered	 non-significant,	
requiring	 the	 researcher	 to	declare	a	null	hypothesis.	Dependent	 variables	are	 considered	 statistically	
significant.	 Chi-square	 is	 expressed	 as	 a	 probability	 value,	 or	 p-value,	 like	 “0.0322.”	 A	 value	 like	 this	




































































area	 (either	 urban	 or	 rural)	 and	 as	 a	 general	 focus	 of	 their	 work	 (local,	 regional,	 or	 state).	 Most	
respondents,	77%,	 indicated	their	geographical	area	as	rural,	and	about	23%	of	respondents	 indicated	
their	geographical	area	as	urban.	This	distribution	correlates	with	the	rural	nature	of	most	of	Oregon’s	













































filling	 out	 the	 survey.	 Most	 respondents	 indicated	 that	 they	 represent	 some	 form	 of	 governmental	
organization;	 64%	 of	 respondents	 indicated	 that	 they	 are	 government	 employees,	 and	 20%	 of	
respondents	 indicated	that	they	are	elected	officials.	A	small	proportion	of	respondents	 indicated	that	












This	 information,	 in	 conjunction	 with	 the	 average	 duration	 of	 experience	 in	 economic	 development,	
demonstrates	 the	 relative	 expertise	 of	 survey	 respondents	 regarding	 the	 information	 relevant	 to	 this	
project.
15% 27% 19% 39%








presented	 in	 this	 project.	 Of	 the	 35	 questions	 presented	 in	 the	 survey,	 11	 directly	 pertained	 to	 the	
implementation	or	evaluation	of	strategic	economic	development	plans.	The	survey	asked	respondents	






To	 better	 understand	 the	 perceptions	 of	 economic	 development	 professionals	 towards	 economic	
development	 strategies	 in	 their	 areas,	 the	 survey	 included	 several	 questions	 pertaining	 to	 the	
effectiveness	of	strategies	at	achieving	community	economic	development	objectives,	and	the	success	of	
existing	plans	(if	success	is	defined	as	accomplishing	the	goals	of	the	economic	development	strategy).	
In	 relation	 to	 perceived	 effectiveness	 of	 strategies	 at	 achieving	 community	 economic	 development	
objectives,	 Figure	 4.1	demonstrates	 that	most	 professionals	 consider	 their	 existing	 plans	 as	 either	 as	




As	 a	 comparative	 process	 to	 the	 perceived	 effectiveness	 of	 plans,	 the	 survey	 asked	 respondents	 to	






















Responses	 to	 both	questions	 can	 lead	 to	 several	 quick	 conclusions.	 In	 both	 effectiveness	 and	 success	
responses,	a	large	proportion	of	respondents	indicated	that	their	plans	have	a	neutral	impact.	A	response	
like	this	could	indicate	that	the	existing	plan	has	no	way	of	determining	success	or	effectiveness,	such	as	
a	 system	 of	 evaluative	metrics,	 which	 is	 addressed	 further	 in	 Characteristics	 and	 Elements	 of	 Plans.	
Neutral	 responses	 could	 also	 be	 considered	 a	 negative	 response.	 A	 neutral	 response	 could	 also	 be	








To	 outline	 the	 characteristics	 of	 existing	 strategic	 economic	 development	 plans,	 the	 survey	 included	
several	 questions	 pertaining	 to:	 the	 scope	 of	 plans	 beyond	 the	 Oregon	 Statewide	 Planning	 Goal	 9	
requirements,	 the	 existence	 of	 implementation	 guidance	 or	 frameworks,	 the	 existence	 of	 evaluative	
metrics	for	the	success	of	the	plans,	the	process	for	revision,	and	the	frequency	of	revision.		
As	 addressed	 in	 the	 Literature	 Review	 section	 of	 this	 document,	 Oregon	 Statewide	 Planning	 Goal	 9	
requires	 all	 municipalities	 to	 include	 considerations	 for	 economic	 development	 within	 their	 overall	
comprehensive	plans.	To	determine	the	scope	of	strategic	economic	development	plans	beyond	those	
requirements,	 the	 survey	 asked	 respondents	 to	 indicate	 whether	 their	 community	 has	 an	 economic	




























Commonly,	 implementation	strategies	 lead	directly	 into	some	form	of	evaluative	metrics	to	determine	
the	progress	of	a	plan,	and	subsequently	a	process	for	revision	of	plans	(to	realign	implementation	if	they	





















































To	 further	 evaluate	 the	 comprehensive	 nature	 of	 strategic	 plans,	 the	 survey	 once	 more	 asked	 all	
respondents	to	indicate	the	inclusion	of	clear	implementation	plans	or	evaluative	metrics	in	their	strategic	
plans	 (in	 comparison	 to	 Figures	 4.4	 and	 4.5,	 the	 survey	 presented	 these	 two	 questions	 to	 all	 survey	






Responses	on	 the	 inclusion	of	 implementation	plans,	 evaluative	metrics,	 and	a	process	 for	 revision	 in	
strategic	 economic	 development	 plans	 can	 lead	 to	 several	 quick	 conclusions.	 First,	 respondents	 who	
indicated	 that	 their	 community	 has	 a	 strategic	 economic	 development	 plan	 that	 extends	 beyond	 the	
requirements	 of	 Statewide	 Planning	 Goal	 9	 have	 a	 higher	 proportion	 of	 inclusion	 of	 implementation	
strategies	and	evaluative	metrics	within	their	plans.	This	could	indicate	that	the	communities	that	have	
the	means	 to	expand	economic	development	beyond	minimum	 requirements	of	 the	 state	have	more	
commitment	 to	 economic	 development	 within	 their	 communities.	 The	 disparity	 between	 responses	





















frameworks	 or	 evaluative	metrics	 for	 plans.	 The	 purpose	 of	 this	 section	 is	 to	 determine	 the	 level	 of	
disconnect	(if	any)	between	economic	development	professionals	and	elected	officials	in	their	perceptions	
and	 knowledge	of	 plans.	 The	data	 set	 presented	 in	 this	 section	 is	 representative	 of	 the	 entire	 survey	
population;	 all	 questions	 involved	 are	 considered	ungated.	 All	 responses	 indicating	 “don’t	 know”	 are	
removed	from	the	sample.	
Section	I	uses	cross	tabulated	data	to	establish	whether	correlation	exists	between	survey	responses	to	
different	 questions.	 I	 establish	 the	 statistical	 significance	of	 the	 relationship	 between	 the	 variables	 of	
responses	through	chi-square	analysis,	where	the	probability	of	variables	being	independent	is	held	to	a	
chosen	significance	level	of	 .05	or	5%.	The	chi-square	analysis	 is	expressed	as	p-value.	 If	the	p-value	 is	
greater	than	the	chosen	significance	level,	anything	greater	than	.05,	then	the	available	evidence	is	not	













Finding	 1.1	 presents	 ungated	 responses	 from	 professionals	 and	 elected	 officials	 who	 indicated	 their	
perception	of	the	success	or	lack	of	success	of	economic	development	in	the	State	of	Oregon.	Figure	5.1	
demonstrates	 that	 most	 professional	 employees,	 66%,	 and	 elected	 officials,	 73%,	 consider	 economic	
development	 to	 be	 “somewhat	 successful.”	 Of	 professional	 employees,	 22%	 consider	 economic	





















Finding	 1.2	 presents	 ungated	 responses	 from	 professionals	 and	 elected	 officials	 who	 indicated	 their	
perception	of	the	effectiveness	or	 lack	of	effectiveness	of	economic	development	plans	in	the	State	of	
Oregon.	Figure	5.2	demonstrates	that	there	is	no	consensus	on	the	effectiveness	of	strategic	plans	among	









































































Figure	 5.4	demonstrates	 that,	of	 professional	 employees,	 38%	 indicated	 that	 their	 community’s	 plan	






























specific	 frameworks	 for	 implementation	 and	 evaluative	metrics	 as	 comparable.	 The	 visual	 correlation	
does	not	necessarily	demonstrate	a	true	correlation	through	dependent	variables.	The	chi-square	p-value	
of	the	cross-tabulation	of	implementation	frameworks	is	.087,	demonstrating	a	near	9%	chance	that	the	
variables	 in	 this	 computation	 are	 independent	 of	 one	 another.	 The	 chi-square	 p-value	 of	 the	 cross-
tabulation	 of	 evaluative	 metrics	 is	 .834,	 demonstrating	 an	 83%	 chance	 that	 the	 variables	 in	 this	
computation	are	independent	of	one	another.	










this	 section	 is	 to	determine	 the	 robustness	of	existing	plans	and	whether	communities	who	have	one	
aspect	of	plan	robustness,	such	as	implementation	frameworks,	are	more	likely	to	also	include	others.	The	
data	 set	presented	 in	 this	 section	 includes	 responses	 from	both	gated	 and	ungated	 survey	questions.	
Gated	question	response	populations	are	smaller	than	the	entire	survey	population.	 In	gated	sections,	
only	respondents	who	indicated	their	plans	extend	beyond	Goal	9	requirements	were	included.	The	data	




different	 questions.	 I	 establish	 the	 statistical	 significance	of	 the	 relationship	 between	 the	 variables	 of	
responses	through	chi-square	analysis,	where	the	probability	of	variables	being	independent	is	held	to	a	
chosen	significance	level	of	 .05	or	5%.	The	chi-square	analysis	 is	expressed	as	p-value.	 If	the	p-value	 is	
greater	than	the	chosen	significance	level,	anything	greater	than	.05,	then	the	available	evidence	is	not	













a	 specific	 implementation	 framework,	 evaluative	 metrics	 for	 positive	 impact,	 or	 both.	 Figure	 6.1	
demonstrates	 that,	 most,	 57%	 consider	 their	 community’s	 plan	 to	 include	 neither	 implementation	




















specific	 implementation	 framework,	 evaluative	 metrics	 for	 positive	 impact,	 or	 both.	 Figure	 6.2	























9	 requirements,	 most	 indicated	 that	 their	 plan	 also	 includes	 some	 form	 of	 further	 robustness.	 As	

































used	 to	 determine	 the	 success	 and	 effectiveness	 of	 strategic	 economic	 development	 in	 communities	
where	respondents	indicated	their	efforts	extend	beyond	Goal	9.	Findings	2	through	5	all	present	data	
based	on	gated	responses.	Where	necessary,	gated	and	ungated	questions	are	expressly	labeled.	As	with	
the	findings	of	Section	 II,	data	 in	this	section	 is	presented	with	perceptions	of	economic	development	
professionals	and	elected	officials	combined.	
SUMMARY	OF	KEY	FINDINGS:	
Finding	 3.1:	 Of	 ungated	 respondents,	 those	 who	 indicated	 that	 their	 community’s	 plan	 for	
economic	development	extends	beyond	 the	 requirements	of	Goal	9	perceive	a	higher	 level	of	
effectiveness	and	success	than	those	whose	plan	does	not.		
Finding	 3.2:	 Of	ungated	 and	 gated	 respondents,	 those	who	 indicated	 that	 their	 community’s	
strategic	 economic	 development	 plan	 includes	 a	 specific	 framework	 for	 implementation,	 also	
indicated	a	higher	perception	of	effectiveness	and	success	than	those	whose	plan	does	not.	
Finding	 3.3:	 Of	ungated	 and	 gated	 respondents,	 those	who	 indicated	 that	 their	 community’s	
strategic	 economic	 development	 plan	 includes	 specific	metrics,	 indicators,	 or	 benchmarks	 for	
success	also	 indicated	a	higher	perception	of	effectiveness	and	success	than	those	whose	plan	
does	not.	
Finding	 3.4:	 Of	 gated	 respondents,	 those	 who	 indicated	 that	 their	 strategic	 economic	






Finding	 3.5:	 Of	 gated	 respondents,	 those	 who	 indicated	 that	 their	 strategic	 economic	







beyond	 the	 requirements	 of	 Oregon	 Statewide	 Planning	 Goal	 9,	 whereas	 29%	 indicated	 that	 their	
community’s	plan	did	not	(demonstrated	in	Figure	4.3	included	in	Characteristics	and	Elements	of	Plans).	
The	 survey	question	 about	plan	extension	beyond	Goal	 9	 requirements	placed	no	qualifiers	 as	 to	 the	





beyond	 Goal	 9	 requirements,	 the	 chi-square	 analysis	 shows	 a	 p-value	 of	 0.000.	 Such	 a	 low	 p-value	
demonstrates	a	clear	dependency	between	variables.	
Figure	 7.1	 demonstrates	 that,	 of	 the	 respondents	 who	 indicated	 that	 their	 plan	 extends	 beyond	 the	
requirements	of	Goal	9,	most,	63%,	consider	 their	community’s	economic	development	plan	as	either	






does	 not	 extend	beyond	 the	 requirements	 of	Goal	 9,	 only	 13%	 consider	 their	 community’s	 economic	
development	plan	as	“effective;”	0%	of	 respondents	 indicated	their	plans	 to	be	“very	effective.”	Most	























Figure	 7.3	 demonstrates	 that,	 of	 the	 respondents	 who	 indicated	 that	 their	 plan	 extends	 beyond	 the	
requirements	of	Goal	 9,	most,	 55%,	 consider	 their	 community’s	 economic	development	plan	 is	 either	





































Goal	 9	 requirements	 and	 perceptions	 of	 the	 positive	 impact	 of	 plans.	 In	 both	 cases,	 measures	 of	
effectiveness	 and	 success	 in	 relation	 to	 extension	 of	 plans	 show	 p-values	 well	 below	 the	 minimum	
standard	of	0.05.		
Based	 on	 the	 smaller	 proportion	 of	 “successful”	 and	 “effective,”	 and	 the	 absence	 of	 “very”	 positive	










Finding	 3.2	 presents	 responses	 from	 ungated	 and	 gated	 professionals	 who	 indicated	 that	 their	
community’s	 economic	 development	 plans	 either	 include	 or	 do	 not	 include	 a	 specific	 framework	 for	





































































Figure	7.8	demonstrates	 that,	 of	gated	 respondents	who	 indicated	 that	 their	 plan	does	not	 include	a	
specific	 framework	 for	 implementation,	 only	 30%	 consider	 their	 plan	 as	 either	 “effective”	 or	 “very	

















































































































Finding	 3.3	 presents	 ungated	 and	 gated	 responses	 from	 professionals	 who	 indicated	 that	 their	























Figure	 7.13	 demonstrates	 that,	 of	 ungated	 respondents	 who	 indicated	 that	 their	 community’s	 plan	
includes	evaluative	metrics,	most,	82%,	consider	their	plan	as	either	“effective”	or	“very	effective.”	A	small	

























































Figure	 7.17	 demonstrates	 that,	 of	 ungated	 respondents	 who	 indicated	 that	 their	 community’s	 plan	
includes	evaluative	metrics,	most,	75%,	consider	 their	plan	either	“successful”	or	“very	successful.”	Of	


























































































did	 not	 define	 “sufficient	 guidance	 for	 implementation,”	 allowing	 respondents	 to	 establish	 their	 own	
definition	in	the	context	of	their	communities.	In	comparison	to	Finding	3.2,	this	question	placed	more	




lack	of	 inclusion	of	 sufficient	guidance	 for	 implementation,	 the	chi-square	analysis	of	gated	 responses	


































Figure	7.22	demonstrates	 that,	of	gated	 respondents	who	 indicated	 that	 their	plan	 includes	 sufficient	
guidance	 for	 implementation,	 most,	 66%,	 consider	 their	 economic	 development	 efforts	 as	 either	


























Figure	 7.23	demonstrates	 that,	 of	 gated	 respondents	who	 indicated	 that	 their	 plan	 does	 not	 include	
sufficient	guidance	for	implementation,	30%	consider	their	economic	development	efforts	as	“successful,”	









If	 communities	 include	 any	 sufficient	 guidance	 for	 implementation	 of	 their	 strategic	 economic	
development	 plans,	 a	 higher	 perception	 of	 effectiveness	 and	 success	 is	 evident.	 In	 both	 cases,	 of	
effectiveness	 and	 success,	 the	 positive	 perception	 by	 professionals	 of	 communities	 with	 sufficient	
implementation	guidance	on	economic	development,	is	over	double	the	proportion	of	respondents	who	
indicated	that	their	plans	do	not	include	sufficient	guidance.	It	is	evident	that	there	is	a	clear	correlation	




































































































































A	 clear	 gauge	 of	 current	 perceptions	 of	 professionals	 on	 the	 effectiveness	 and	 success	 of	 economic	
development	 planning	 allows	 for	 a	 more	 comprehensive	 discussion	 of	 the	 status	 of	 economic	
development	planning	in	the	State	of	Oregon.	Oregon	has	continually	lagged	behind	its	coastal	neighbors	
in	 the	 archetypal	 economic	 development	 metrics	 of	 job	 growth,	 wage	 growth,	 and	 lessening	 of	









The	 question	 of	 planning	 beyond	 Goal	 9	 requirements	 is	
important	because	 it	 is	a	minimum	threshold	 for	planning	 for	
economic	development	in	Oregon.	If	a	community	plans	beyond	
it,	they	can	be	considered	to	have	a	higher	level	of	commitment	
than	 a	 neighbor	 who	 does	 not.	 Seventy-one	 percent	 of	
respondents	 said	 that	 their	 community	 plans	 beyond	 Goal	 9	
requirements.	 This	 demonstrates	 that	 the	 majority	 of	
communities	 in	 Oregon	 engage	 in	 some	 form	 of	 strategic	
planning	in	economic	development.	
The	 information	 provided	 here	 is	 informative	 due	 to	 the	 open	 nature	 of	 the	 question.	 Allowing	 for	










Gated	 behind	 the	 question	 regarding	 plan	 extension,	 the	 survey	 included	 another	 broadly	 defined	
question	 on	 plan	 inclusion	 of	 “sufficient	 guidance	 for	 implementation.”	 As	 addressed	 in	Key	 Findings	
71%	
SAY THEIR COMMUNITY







to	 establish	 their	 own	 definition	 in	 the	 context	 of	 their	 communities.	 The	 open-ended	 nature	 of	 this	
question	is	a	furtherance	of	the	evidence	presented	above.	Not	defining	“sufficient	guidance”	allows	the	
survey	 to	 gather	 further	 evidence	 of	 the	 perceptions	 of	 respondents	 on	 the	 impact	 of	 any	 economic	
development	planning	beyond	Goal	9	requirements.	In	this	case,	79%	of	respondents	indicated	that	their	
community’s	plan	is	at	least	“effective,”	and	66%	indicated	it	as	at	least	“successful.”	Results	of	chi-square	
analyses	on	 sufficient	 implementation	 guidance	 show	p	=	 <0.05,	 demonstrating	dependency	between	






In	 this	 project	 I	 have	 concluded	 that	 any	 extension	 beyond	 Goal	 9	 requirements	 provides	 a	 positive	
perception	of	plan	impact	for	economic	development	in	communities,	but	does	that	positive	perception	
increase	with	plan	robustness?	Robustness	in	this	case	is	considered	as	a	community’s	plan	including	any	











66%	 indicated	 that	 their	 plan	 includes	 a	 specific	 framework	 for	 implementation.	 Of	 those	 66%	 of	
respondents,	81%	consider	their	community’s	plan	as	at	least	“effective”	and	70%	consider	it	as	at	least	






In	 consideration	 of	 a	 plan’s	 inclusion	 of	 evaluative	metrics,	 of	gated	 respondents,	 86%	 consider	 their	
community’s	plan	as	at	 least	“effective,”	and	74%	consider	 it	as	at	 least	“successful.”	Once	again,	 this	








evaluative	 metrics,	 is	 also	 supported	 by	 chi-square	 analyses	 in	 every	 case	 of	 p	 =	 <	 0.05,	 which	
demonstrates	dependent	variables.	
This	data	directly	demonstrates	a	correlation	between	plan	robustness	and	perceptions	of	success.	The	












Halkett	 and	 Stolarick,	 while	 communities	 who	 do	 engage	 in	 strategic	 planning	 do	 it	 wrong,	 most	
communities	in	Oregon	are	doing	it	right.	
	
Finding	 2.1	 demonstrates	 that,	 of	ungated	 respondent’s	 communities,	 57%	 include	 neither	 a	 specific	
framework	for	implementation	nor	evaluative	metrics.	This	result	shows	that	there	is	relative	consistency	
in	 responses;	 if	 a	 community’s	 plan	 does	 not	 include	 one	 robust	 extension,	 it	 is	 unlikely	 to	 include	 a	
different	extension	as	well.	Sixteen	percent	of	respondents	said	their	community	has	one	or	the	other,	









































The	data	shown	here	demonstrates	that	 if	a	community	 includes	a	single	aspect	of	robustness	 in	their	
economic	development	efforts,	they	are	more	likely	to	also	include	others.	In	both	cases	of	ungated	and	






This	 discussion	 section	 establishes	 the	 positive	 correlation	 between	 the	 extension	 of	 community’s	
economic	development	plans	beyond	Goal	9	requirements,	the	inclusion	of	implementation	frameworks,	
and	 plan	 effectiveness	 and	 success.	 The	 data	 presented	 in	 this	 analysis	 points	 towards	 a	 relationship	





















The	 information	 presented	 in	 this	 report	 is	 solely	 a	 representation	 of	 the	 perceptions	 of	 survey	









RESEARCH IS BASED ON A SURVEY OF PERCEPTIONS OF PEOPLE WHO WORK IN
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
NO IN DEPTH ANALYSIS OF THE ECONOMIC CLIMATE OF RESPONDENT’S COMMUNITIES
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN VARIABLES IS ESTABLISHED BUT UNCLEAR
IN DEPTH ANALYSIS AND COMPARISON OF SURVEY RESPONSES TO CURRENT ECONOMIC
CLIMATE IN RESPONDENT COMMUNITIES (EXIT PROJECT OPPORTUNITY)
FURTHER STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF SURVEY RESPONSES TO DETERMINE ACTUAL NATURE
OF RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN VARIABLES (IN PROGRESS)
FURTHER STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PLAN ROBUSTNESS











We	 are	 conducting	 a	 survey	 of	 economic	 development	 professionals	 and	 individuals	 involved	 in	
establishing	and	implementing	local	and	regional	economic	development	efforts.	Your	responses	to	this	




economic	 conditions.	 The	 CSC	 is	 partnering	 with	 the	 League	 of	 Oregon	 Cities	 (LOC)	 and	 the	 Oregon	
Economic	Development	Association	(OEDA)	to	conduct	this	research.	The	CSC	will	use	the	survey	results	



























will	 not	 attribute	 personal	 information	 to	 survey	 responses	 and	 individual	 responses	 will	 be	 kept	
anonymous.	
The	survey	will	 take	10-20	minutes	 to	complete.	Your	participation	 is	voluntary.	 If	 you	do	not	wish	 to	









































































	 Yes	 No	 Don’t	Know	
Was	formally	adopted	    
Includes	target	industries	    
Includes	 sufficient	 guidance	 for	
implementation	
	 	 	
Includes	 specific	 framework	 for	
implementation	
	 	 	
Includes	 indicators	 or	 metrics	 that	
allow	evaluation	of	impact	
	 	 	
Includes	a	vision	statement	 	 	 	
Includes	 a	 defined	 process	 for	
update	and	revision	
	 	 	
	
	
a. If	no	to	5,	does	your	community	want	an	economic	development	strategy?	
i. Yes	
ii. No	
	
b. If	indicated	existence	of	target	industries:	please	list	the	three	most	important	target	
industries	in	your	community’s	economic	development	strategy:		
i. 		
ii. 		
iii. 		
	
c. If	indicated	specific	framework	for	implementation:	what	is	your	framework	for	
implementation?	
i. Open	ended	
	
d. If	indicated	defined	process	for	update	and	revision:	how	frequently	does	your	community	
update	and	revise	your	strategies,	goals,	or	implementation	action	plans?	
i. 0	-	6	months		
ii. 6	-	12	months	
iii. 12	months	–	2	years		
iv. 2	years	–	5	years	
v. 5+	years	
vi. No	regular	schedule	
vii. Do	not	revise	
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8. If	you	are	familiar	with	the	process	used	to	develop	the	goals,	strategies	or	implementation	actions,	
please	indicate	who	was	involved	in	the	process:	(Check	all	that	apply)		(note	–	this	question	will	use	
display	logic	for	individuals	that	indicate	an	answer	of	yes	to	Question	5)	
i. I	am	not	familiar	with	the	planning	process	
ii. Business	representatives	
iii. Public	employees	
iv. Local,	state	or	federal	government	representatives	
v. Nonprofit	representatives	
vi. Local	experts	
vii. Chamber	of	commerce	
viii. University	or	community	college	
ix. School	district	
x. General	public	
xi. Youth	
xii. Other.	Please	specify:	
	
PLAN	EFFECTIVENESS	
9. In	your	opinion,	how	effective	or	ineffective	is	your	current	economic	development	strategy	at	
achieving	community	economic	development	objectives?	 	
i. Very	Ineffective	
ii. Ineffective	
iii. Neither	Effective	nor	Ineffective	
iv. Effective	
v. Very	Effective	
vi. Don’t	Know	
	
a. Does	your	strategy	include	metrics,	indicators,	benchmarks	or	other	tangible	means	of	
monitoring	outcomes?	
i. Yes	
ii. No	
iii. Don’t	know	
	
If	yes…	
	
If	indicated	evaluative	framework	for	success:	Please	describe	your	community’s	specific	metrics,	
indicators,	or	benchmarks	used	to	determine	the	success	of	strategies,	goals,	or	implementation	
actions	plans	for	economic	development	(for	example:	increase	jobs	by	X	percent).	
	
10. Does	your	current	economic	development	strategy	outline	clearly	an	implementation	framework	or	
an	action	plan?	E.g.	Who	does	what,	when	and	how?	
a. Yes	
b. No	
c. Don’t	Know	
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11. If	success	is	defined	as	accomplishing	the	goals	of	your	economic	development	strategy,	in	your	
opinion,	please	indicate	how	successful	or	unsuccessful	your	community’s	economic	development	
strategy	is:	
i. Very	unsuccessful	
ii. Unsuccessful	
iii. Neither	successful	nor	unsuccessful	
iv. Successful	
v. Very	successful	
vi. Don’t	know	
a. Please	explain	your	response	to	the	previous	question	regarding	the	success	of	your	
community's	economic	development	strategy:	
	
RESPONDENT	INFORMATION	
In	this	section	of	the	survey	we	would	like	to	learn	about	your	professional	role	in	economic	development	
in	your	community.	Please	answer	the	questions	to	the	best	of	your	ability.	While	we	cannot	guarantee	
confidentiality,	we	will	not	attribute	personal	information	to	survey	responses	and	individual	responses	
will	be	kept	anonymous.	
	
12. Please	tell	us	about	yourself:		
a. First	Name	 		
b. Last	Name	 		
c. Email	Address	 		
d. Name	of	your	Agency/Organization	 		
e. Work	Address	 		
f. City			
g. Zip	Code	 		
	
13. How	many	years	have	you	worked	in	economic	development?		
	
14. Do	you	consent	to	be	added	to	our	interview	pool	to	further	our	research	at	a	later	date?	 	
a. Yes	
b. No	
	
15. Do	you	consider	your	area	urban	or	rural?	
a. Urban	
b. Rural	
	
16. Is	there	anything	else	you	would	like	to	tell	us?	Please	write	any	other	comments	you	have	in	the	
space	below:		
	
Thank	you	for	taking	the	time	to	complete	this	survey.		
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